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Summary 
From 1st to 4 December 2014, ILRI organized a webinar (online seminar) to discuss feedback from users 
and stakeholders interested in the CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish value chain toolkit. 
This webinar was undertaken as part of, and funded by, the CGIAR Research Program on Policies, 
Institutions, and Markets (PIM) led by the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). 
The four objectives of the webinar were: 
1. To share and discuss experiences of using the Livestock and Fish value chain toolkit in various 
country and livestock commodity contexts; 
2. To review the development outcomes achieved from using the Livestock and Fish value chain 
toolkit;  
3. To debate the level of gender-awareness of the toolkit; 
4. To hear from agro-economists who can help the Livestock and Fish community develop more 
relevant tools to analyse trade-offs in value chain development. 
The main lessons from the webinar regarding the Livestock and Fish value chain toolkit are: 
 It is easy to adapt the generic questionnaire tools to local context. 
 It is more difficult to know what to do with all the data collected. 
 The toolkit needs a robust value chain conceptual framework for its users to utilize the tools and 
interpret the data collected in line with their own research objectives. 
 The results from the analysis of data gathered using the toolkit can help identify the most 
relevant chain actors that can contribute to upgrading the chain. They also help to launch a 
multi-stakeholder discussion on what interventions might be most appropriate. 
 It is relatively difficult to add extra gender questions to already existing questionnaires, leading 
to the conclusion that gender issues should be embedded early on in the research design 
process so as to choose which key questions to ask. 
 There was no contribution received on relevant methods for trade-off analysis. 
CGIAR colleagues who had contributed to the development of the tool acknowledged the comments 
shared and provided feedback on future pathways to improve the toolkit further: 
 Establish guidelines on how to analyse the data and use it to develop suitable interventions. 
 Develop a manual presenting an overall conceptual framework for the toolkit, featuring core 
and add-on modular survey tools to analyse the wider social context of the value chain (and in 
particular gender norms). The manual would also suggest steps for data analysis and 
formulation of interventions.   
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Report 
From 1st to 4 December 2014, ILRI organized a webinar (online seminar) to discuss feedback from users 
and stakeholders interested in the CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish (L&F) value chain (VC) 
toolkit. This report summarizes the main contributions and discussions of the webinar. The original 
discussions can be accessed and viewed freely (after a 43-second online registration process) here. 
This webinar was undertaken as part of, and funded by, the CGIAR Research Program on Policies, 
Institutions, and Markets (PIM) led by the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). PIM is in 
turn supported by these donors. The content shared on this webinar is moderated but has not gone 
through IFPRI’s standard peer-review procedure. The opinions expressed here belong to the 
contributors, and do not necessarily reflect those of PIM, IFPRI, ILRI or CGIAR. 
Objectives of the webinar 
The four objectives of the webinar were: 
1. To share and discuss experiences of using the L&F VC toolkit in various country and livestock 
commodity contexts; 
2. To review the development outcomes achieved from using the L&F VC toolkit;  
3. To debate the level of gender-awareness of the toolkit; 
4. To hear from agro-economists who can help the L&F community develop more relevant tools to 
analyse trade-offs in value chain development. 
Methodology 
A specific subgroup of the Agrifood chain toolkit Dgroup was created to host the webinar. The 
membership of the Dgroup by the time the webinar ended was 298, with a mix of researchers, 
development partners and value chain actors from around the world (see Figure 1). 
Four value chain experts had been invited to provide special contributions into the e-discussions: 
1. Emily Ouma, Agricultural Economist at ILRI who has helped develop the L&F 
value chain toolkit; 
2. Cheryl Doss, Leader of strategic gender research for the CGIAR Research Program on Policies, 
Institutions, and Markets (and Senior lecturer in Economics and African studies at Yale 
University) for her expertise on gender analysis of agricultural issues; 
3. Girma Tesfahun Kassie, Agricultural Market Economist at ICARDA who has been active in 
adapting the L&F value chain toolkit to drylands small ruminant value chains; 
4. Gethings Chisule, Principal Fisheries Officer, Western Province, Zambia, who has interacted with 
the L&F research teams using the toolkit for aquacultural value chain development. 
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Figure 1. Map of potential contributors to the Livestock and Fish Value Chain Toolkit Feedback Webinar 
(as of 16 December 2014) 
 
The webinar was organized around four different questions that were introduced one by one, one day 
after another. A few extra days after the end of the webinar were given for more contributions to be 
shared. Jo Cadilhon (ILRI) and Peter Ballantyne (ILRI) moderated the contributions into the Dgroup. 
Monday 1 December: Experiences of implementing the Livestock and Fish value chain toolkit in various 
contexts. 
What were the difficulties you encountered when you tried to adapt the L&F VC tools to your own 
country and commodity contexts? What solutions did you find to adapt the tools to your contexts? 
What were the research findings and research outputs that you can share? How can L&F adapt the 
toolkit further to facilitate even more robust research outputs? 
Tuesday 2 December: Development outcomes of the toolkit’s use. 
What value chain development interventions have you decided to take based on results from using the 
toolkit? At what stage in the toolkit process did you and your partners decide that a development 
intervention was justified or a best-bet intervention identified? How can L&F adapt the toolkit further to 
facilitate intervention decision making based on robust evidence? 
Wednesday 3 December: Engendering the L&F VC toolkit. 
Was it easy to undertake the gender-aware parts of the toolkit? What research outputs and 
development outcomes came about from the gender-aware part of the toolkit? What is still needed to 
improve the gender sensitivity of the toolkit and to help its users decide on appropriate gender-
transformative value chain interventions? 
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Thursday 4 December: Methods and tools for trade-off analyses in agricultural value chains. 
What methods and tools have been used by researchers and development practitioners to analyse 
trade-offs in value chain development? 
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Lessons learned on using and adapting the VC toolkit 
This conversation thread gathered 22 relevant contributions. These were summarized by Kebebe Ergano 
(ILRI-Wageningen University) in one of his contributions:  
‘In the course of the discussion I think some important issues have gained currency: relevance of 
theoretical and conceptual framework, research questions, tailoring generic questionnaire with one’s 
research question and need, importance of guidelines on tools and techniques for data analysis, dummy 
tables and figures, etc.’ 
It was easy to adapt the generic questionnaire tools to local context 
Girma T. Kassie (ICARDA) shared: 
‘The effort to adapt the L&F VC [benchmarking] tools to the small ruminant value chain (SR-VC) study in 
Ethiopia was done based on the comprehensive documentations of the site selection process and the 
rapid SR-VC assessments. The tools were revised diligently taking into consideration the peculiarities in 
the Ethiopian SR-VC without digressing too much from the generic [original] version for comparability 
across the different countries where the tools are being used. Making sure that the revision was 
comprehensive without compromising the possibility for regional look into the value chains was the key 
challenge we faced. 
We focused initially on making sure that the key aspects of the value chain study are addressed in 
adapting the tools. Then we looked at the level of disparity between the generic tools and the adapted 
tools. We then tried to harmonize the tools so that any interest in making a regional synthesis would not 
be undermined. […] The revision of the tools was also done to Pakistan SR-VC study.’ 
Jo Cadilhon (ILRI) wrote: 
‘I've adapted the L&F value chain assessment tool for dairy value chains in India when I was asked to 
conduct a gendered value chain assessment of the Mulukanoor Dairy Women's Cooperative [Telangana 
State, India].  
I went to the generic toolkit and went through the value chain assessment tool, systematically adapting 
it to make the product name specific to milk and dairy, and changing USD labels into INR. That was the 
easy part.’ 
Emily Ouma (ILRI) discussed about adapting the L&F VC tools to pig value chains in Uganda: 
‘Value chain assessment toolkit: The tools were very rich, covering several aspects that can be considered 
in any value chain assessment work. For the production node alone, the value chain assessment covered 
feeds, breeds, value chain mapping and marketing, and animal health. All these components were 
important for us to enable us to carry out a value chain characterization and identification of the critical 
constraints in the production node that would help in prioritization of technology- and institution-related 
interventions – the result, however, was a long and time consuming tool. We trained facilitators, with 
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local language competency to implement the tools on the ground. We ran parallel sessions covering the 
various subject domains of the value chain assessment to counter the time constraint. 
Benchmarking tools: The challenges associated with adaptation of the tools largely revolved around 
identification of reliable performance-related indicators for benchmarking in the pig value chain, 
especially at the production node since we have different production types (breeders and growers).’  
 Dishon Muloi and Stella Kiambi (ILRI) declared: 
‘We are mapping the dairy value chains supplying Nairobi with an ultimate goal of understanding how 
zoonotic disease pathogens could get introduced and transmitted along the value chains in the rapidly 
urbanizing city of Nairobi. The idea is to use VCA tools to understand the value chains and then use E. coli 
diversity as a marker to understand risk pathways within the chains etc.’ 
It was more difficult to know what to do with all the data collected 
Jo Cadilhon (ILRI) shared: 
‘Kumara Swamy [consultant undertaking a gendered value chain assessment on dairy value chains in 
Telangana] had a harder time making sense of all the qualitative data he obtained. How to organize the 
data into something meaningful? The current toolkit only provides a template to gather all the data but 
does not mention how to analyse it. 
My ILRI colleague Sirak Bahta has used the L&F VC toolkit adapted to beef farming in Botswana and has 
collected detailed data from smallholder beef keepers. He has then used statistics to compute this data 
into a profit frontier function model, which he interpreted to identify the factors of competitiveness of 
Botswana smallholder beef keepers. 
The REVALTER project used some of the tables of the L&F VC benchmarking tool to go into the 
details of understanding the characteristics of pig farms. This information was then fed into a cluster 
analysis to create groups of similar farms. The clusters of Vietnamese pig farms were then characterized 
to determine 3 or 4 different types of pig farms in Vietnam (depending on geographical location) and 
their demographic and sustainability characteristics identified.’ 
Lisa Kitinoja (The Postharvest Education Foundation) reported on the use of VC toolkits from her 
organization: 
‘So many times we were surprised when data was collected and described in detail, but not organized in 
any coherent way during analysis. Again, this simply could be due to too much useless data being 
collected. But more often, the users needed examples of how to make tables, graphs, charts, etc. and 
how to make comparisons, check for similarities, categories, etc. in their findings. Our future tool kits will 
be equipped with better examples and colorful charts and diagrams to stimulate people's imagination.’ 
 
Kebebe Ergano (ILRI-Wageningen University) wrote: 
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‘For quantitative data, mainly collected at farm household level, I used simple statistics and econometric 
modelling (which was the easy part). But a big chunk of data related to value chains was mainly 
qualitative. In my previous post [see further below] I emphasized the importance of theory 
and conceptual frameworks. Theory and conceptual framework were crucial aids in the analysis of 
qualitative information. I used event history analysis and thematic analysis approaches for analysing 
qualitative information. Ultimately, I reported qualitative information using narrative discussions in line 
with the conceptual framework, previous work elsewhere and personal experience. I must admit: 
analysis of qualitative information was painfully cumbersome and time taking.’   
The toolkit needs a robust value chain conceptual framework for its users to utilize the tools and 
interpret the data collected in line with their own research objectives 
Girma T. Kassie (ICARDA) wrote: 
‘I believe that making the toolkit good enough for robust results starts with developing and adapting 
solid and inclusive theoretical and analytical frameworks.’ 
Kebebe Ergano (ILRI-Wageningen University) replied: 
‘[…] the level of understanding and application of the value chain concept has become worryingly diffuse 
and divergent. Tying any approach with its theoretical origins and conceptual frameworks avoids costly 
mistakes and saves from wastage of resources, particularly researchers’ and farmers’ time. It also helps 
us come up with actionable recommendations. […] The next question is about operationalization of the 
theory, which leads us to the issue of conceptual framework. Conceptual framework delineates the 
boundaries and helps us focus on key variables which need to be collected for value chain analysis.’ 
Jo Cadilhon (ILRI) also shared: 
‘I have also adapted the L&F VC benchmarking tools that try to collect detailed information from all 
actors in the value chains for the case of pork in Vietnam. […] And then I suggested to French and 
Vietnamese research partners working with me on a project to understand future pathways of livestock 
production for Vietnam to utilize these ready-to-use questionnaires for our research. (REVALTER Project) 
[… They said after reviewing the toolkit:] There were too many questions, many of which were not useful 
to the research objectives of the REVALTER project. I had to explain that we did not have to use 
everything but that many of the questions in the L&F VC tools had already been trialled in past field 
research projects by ILRI and so could be used with only minor pre-testing in the questionnaire we would 
build specifically for REVALTER surveys.’ 
Lisa Kitinoja (The Postharvest Education Foundation) replied: 
‘too many questions: When the manual or tool kit provides too many questions, people can feel 
paralyzed and not know where to start. The task seems so big that they hesitate to take it on. Our 
postharvest manuals included questions that would allow us to cover over 250 crops, so someone using it 
for tomatoes for example, would find many questions that simply did not apply. We tried explaining that 
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the teams could select certain questions, but still it was difficult for them. So our future tool kits will be 
more specific, and each will target only a smaller group of similar crops. 
[…] I think that the first strategy (select the questions to match the research questions) is the best 
approach if you are doing a research study, for master's students, professors who will publish the results, 
but for those of us in the field, with donors waiting for "outputs and impacts" we will often use the 
second strategy and try to gather as much data as possible within our limited M&E budgets.’ 
Guillaume Duteurtre (CIRAD) elaborated: 
‘[…] we need to provide 2 types of value chain research: (i) to provide indicators and figures for 
assessment; (ii) to provide an explanation of the processes of the changes. Value chains research tools 
using standard questionnaires and quantitative surveys are often very good in providing indicators and 
figures. They also help to understand factors of change. But to understand the processes and the drivers 
of change, it is often very useful to conduct complementary in-depth discussions and open interviews 
with the stakeholders on the ground. As stated this morning by Kebede, to understand the drivers of 
changes, institutional analysis is a key issue. For economists, this is probably the most difficult part of 
value chain research. Since institutions are embedded in social life, we often need to use tools provided 
by social sciences to understand those. I personally intend to use more and more long-term individual 
“trajectories” analysis. In French we talk about “Histoires de vies” [life stories]. This helps to understand 
the strategies of all actors of the value-chain.’ 
Some feedback from the toolkit developers 
Derek Baker (UNE and formerly at ILRI) suggested: 
‘[Too many questions:] My simple view on this is that when refining a questionnaire, any opportunity to 
drop a question and shorten the interview periods should be taken. Look for repetition. When testing 
questionnaires, also look for questions that either no one answers or that everyone answers the same 
way (yielding no variation). 
Most tools are modular in design, including the L&F ones, so that the analyst can pick and choose pieces 
to use. The designer can also contribute here by making some pieces very generic and others very 
specific. […] 
There are good reasons for taking a bit of extra time and space in a questionnaire to achieve consistency 
or comparability with other data sets – be they of similar systems, different systems, or different actors 
in the value chain.’ 
Jane Poole (ILRI) wrote: 
‘As a statistician by training and a trainer of others, we constantly emphasize the importance of setting 
our research questions and then working out what data we need to answer those questions. So in that 
way I tend towards Lisa's preference. However, for many projects and tools, including the L&F VC toolkit, 
we have to satisfy two objectives - answering our research questions AND establishing indicators 
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(baseline, during monitoring, at evaluation) and hence both strategies are required...which leads to these 
complex tools... 
I think the development of a clear theoretical and analytical framework would be ideal in order to 
improve this toolkit. Of course in later discussions there has been recognition that each research activity 
will have its own research questions and indicators but these could be used to adapt the frameworks. 
Of course I should admit that when there was discussion about coming up with a generic sampling 
strategy for the toolkit (which, as statistician in the team, I should have provided) I argued that it was 
impossible to come up with this and hope to make it useful for multiple users of the resource. But with 
these discussions I am now re-thinking whether we could put together at least some general guidelines 
that would become part of this framework. 
For the modular comment then yes, I think we should be utilizing this more to try and keep surveys more 
manageable – each time the tools are used they should go through this contextualization / localization 
according to research questions, indicator requirements, situation etc., and pilot-tested.’ 
Froukje Kruijssen (WorldFish) commented: 
‘I very much agree with the comments made about guidelines on how to analyze the data and use it to 
develop suitable interventions. This has long been on the list of “things to do” but we have simply lacked 
the capacity to do this. 
We have complemented the VCA tools with some modules that further analyse the wider social context 
of the value chain, in order to start addressing underlying gender norms that result in differences in 
access to and benefits from participation in VCs by men and women. We are about to start 
testing/implementing this in combination with several adapted modules from the VC assessment tools in 
the aquaculture value chain in southwest Bangladesh. [… A manual developed from this activity] could 
then potentially form the first step for developing a manual for the full set of tools. It would be great if I 
could send this around to this group for feedback once we have done this. 
I would hope such a manual would also address some of the concerns raised about the lack of a 
conceptual framework. ILRI has already done a lot of work to develop such a framework and this would 
need to be presented in there as it was the (for now still implicit) basis of the benchmarking tools 
especially. 
[Too many questions:] I take the point made that people may feel paralyzed when presented with too 
many questions. On the one hand we wanted to develop a toolkit that could be applied in many different 
animal-sourced food value chains and in many different contexts to enable comparative analysis across 
chains and contexts, but on the other hand the toolkit needs to be easy to use for a range of purposes 
and organizations.’ 
 
Research outputs from using the L&F VC toolkit: 
Bahta, S. and Malope, P. 2014. Measurement of competitiveness in smallholder livestock systems and 
emerging policy advocacy: An application to Botswana. Food Policy, 49(2): 408–417. Available online 
here. 
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Ergano, K., Duncan, A.J. and Oosting, S.J. 2013. Unlocking the potential of livestock technologies in 
Ethiopia: Shifting from individual pieces to optimizing the sum of the parts. IN: Wolde, M. (ed). 2013, 
Rainwater management for resilient livelihoods in Ethiopia: Proceedings of the Nile Basin Development 
Challenge Science Meeting, Addis Ababa, 9–10 July 2013. NBDC Technical Report 5. Nairobi, Kenya: 
ILRI. Available online here. 
Swamy, K., Blümmel, M., Cadilhon, J.-J., Colverson, K.E., Reddy, Y.R. and Ravichandran, T. 2014. A 
gendered assessment of the Mulukanoor Women’s Cooperative Dairy value chain, Telangana, India. 
Presented at the 8th International Conference of Asian Society of Agricultural Economists (ASAE) on 
Viability of Small Farmers in Asia 2014, Saver, Bangladesh, 15-17 August 2014. Nairobi, Kenya: ILRI. 
Available online here. 
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Lessons learned on using the toolkit results 
This conversation thread gathered six relevant contributions. In summary, the results from the analysis 
of data gathered using the L&F VC toolkit can help identify the most relevant chain actors that can 
contribute to upgrading the chain. They also help to launch a multi-stakeholder discussion on what 
interventions might be most appropriate. 
Emily Ouma (ILRI) contributed: 
‘The results from the L&F toolkit enabled an identification process of potential technical and institutional 
related best-bet interventions for addressing the identified pig value chain constraints in Uganda. 
A workshop was held to share the results from the L&F toolkit application to facilitate the identification 
of best-bet interventions to address challenges and opportunities identified in the pig value chain. The 
workshop generated potential best bet interventions on pig health, breeding, feeding and value chains. 
Some of the potential interventions have been evaluated through on-station and on-farm research. 
Pig multi-stakeholder platforms have also emerged as a result of the need felt to address some of the 
constraints associated with the pig value chain. SNV has been facilitating the setting up of pig multi-
stakeholder platforms at regional level (Central, Greater Kampala and Eastern) and one at the national 
level. The platforms have prioritized feeds as a major constraint and are actively developing action plans 
to address it. 
As a way of improving the best bet identification process, especially for development partners – it would 
be useful to have some pointers on the criteria for selection of the potential best-bet interventions and 
the methodologies to apply for simple screening. 
All actors including those involved in trade and marketing are members of the multi-stakeholder pig 
platforms. The challenges that arose from the VCA on output marketing and trade revolved around the 
high transaction costs (especially transportation and search costs) associated with the pig/pork trade, 
especially during high demand periods and pork slaughter and handling. In Uganda pig/pork trade is 
largely informal with several pig traders both local and from neighbouring countries involved. Pig 
slaughter facilities are usually lacking and most slaughtering occurs in backyards. 
To deal with the issue of high transaction costs, institutional arrangements through business models that 
incorporate marketing collectives (by having pig collection centres run by a pig farmers’ cooperative) and 
access to business development services by pig farmers on a check-off system are currently being pilot 
tested. The traders, pig farmers and other service providers have been engaged in the discussions so that 
each actor assesses the benefits from such arrangements. Such an arrangement would encourage 
transparency in trade and enable pig farmers on one hand to have bargaining power and access quality 
services, even when cash constrained. The traders would also reduce on the transactions costs since they 
access pigs from the collection centres.’ 
Sylvia Angubua Baluka (College of Veterinary Medicine, Animal Resources and Biosecurity,  
Makerere University) reported:  
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‘I am part of a project that is going to undertake a project towards improving smallholder dairy herd 
health and productivity in Central and Northern Uganda. These smallholder farmers are mainly poor 
women / widows who have received exotic / Friesian heifers from HPI and other NGOs with the purpose 
of improving their livelihoods but the impact has not met the expectations over the years. We would like 
to conduct a baseline survey and VCA to identify the constraints and opportunities at the production, 
transportation and marketing nodes. The data and information obtained in this project will be used to 
help the farmers improve animal health, production and profitability of their smallholder dairy 
enterprises and consequently improve their livelihoods.’ 
Derek Baker (UNE and formerly at ILRI) elaborated: 
‘1. Often VCA is used to identify products or quality attributes that offer opportunities for income change 
in a target group of people. This is often a ranking procedure according to criteria related to the 
accessibility of the proposed benefits by that target group. The importance, and indeed difficulty, of this 
is often underestimated, but I feel that this is an analytic task in which the processes of value chain 
analysis have a strong comparative advantage over purer forms of statistics and modelling. 
2. VCA is usually the only option for ex ante analysis which lays out the case for and against a particular 
intervention. Note that the intervention may be something technical (e.g. a new animal remedy) while its 
supposed and proposed effects and impacts may be far reaching across many income and cost 
generating mechanisms and amongst many VC actors, over a protracted period. This calls for two types 
of analysis using VCA toolkits: estimation of previously-unknown parameters linking cause to effect (in 
our example, likely update of the medicine); and use of known parameters (its efficacy in cure or 
prevention). I believe that people make a mistake in assuming that the VCA and toolkit have to “analyse 
everything”: the better path is to ensure a complementarity with existing information (often from 
different disciplines) and use the VCA tools to go after the key elements that are unknown. 
3. My experience is that sequencing of interventions is often overlooked in analysis. The contribution of a 
VCA toolkit in this regard is multi-faceted: 
· it can supplement cost-benefit analysis by identifying pathways of change that offer the best results, 
often by presenting stakeholder views in a structured way and identifying constraints to change; 
· it can identify key contributors to change – an example is that often a training program is called for 
early in an intervention, but only one actor (commonly government) can provide it and that actor may be 
reluctant without first sharing in benefits. A sadly lacking result of much VC development advocacy is an 
unclear set of recommendations to specified actors, in favour of a more general statement such as “more 
credit should be advanced”.’ 
Froukje Kruijssen (WorldFish) provided some feedback as a tool developer: 
‘Once we have completed [the field-testing of adapted modules for value chain assessment and analysis 
in Bangladeshi aquaculture value chains], we intend to develop a manual based on the experience which 
would include the steps of analysis and formulation of interventions.’  
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Lessons learned from engendering the L&F VC toolkit 
This conversation thread gathered seven relevant contributions. Participants reflected on the difficulty 
of adding extra gender questions to already existing questionnaires, which led to conclude that gender 
issues should be embedded early on in the research design process so as to choose which key questions 
to ask. 
Emily Ouma (ILRI) mentioned: 
‘Our gender team also tried to engender the tools to enable identification of constraints and 
opportunities of the different genders. However, since the tools were already long enough, it was not 
possible to obtain very reliable information on gender related constraints. Additional tools (especially 
application of the GTA [gender transformative approach] tools) were therefore necessary to understand 
gender involvement in the pig value chain and the reasons for observed differences.’ 
Derek Baker (UNE and formerly at ILRI) suggested: 
‘Gender is not getting much mileage in this webinar. As a general comment, there are few well-
developed VC performance measures available to analysts. This is not the case for gender however, 
where former ILRI colleague Dr Jemimah Njuki compiled a set of simple calculations1 which provided 
insight into the flows of relative and absolute benefits from livestock systems, and these are 
interpretable with regard to change in the system. My main point is that the VCA toolkit was designed to 
generate data appropriate to construction of those indicators. For information, these indicators included 
the share of income accruing to women in a household; the effect on school attendance by girls and boys 
(separately); changes in the share of household equity owned or controlled by women; shares of work 
done by women and girls, etc. Often project documentation offers very weak gender analysis, and as 
above, VCA has a strong comparative advantage amongst methods. 
I draw attention to a tool that was developed for use in constraint analysis, where we asked people to 
pinpoint gender roles: this was asked as a form-filling exercise so the graphics helped: 
                                                          
1
 It is likely Derek is referring to two documents from Jemimah Njuki and colleagues. The second chapter on 
‘Collecting and analysing data on intrahousehold livestock ownership, management and marketing’ in Women 
livestock ownership and markets: Bridging the gender gap in Eastern and Southern Africa, Jemimah Njuki and 
Pascal Sanginga (Eds), provides the theoretical background for disaggregated gender data collection. The 
unpublished ILRI report by Njuki et al (2011) Gender, livestock and livelihoods indicators gives lots of examples of 
these indicators and possible calculations using them for gender analysis. 
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And Derek shared an example of what to do with this kind of data: 
  
Alistair Orr (ICRISAT) answered: 
‘We developed something similar to look at dimensions of gender ‘control’ rather than gender division of 
labour. First applied to crops, but we also applied it to goats in Zimbabwe (see Appendix 1 in recent 
report): http://oar.icrisat.org/8331/’ 
Cheryl Doss (Yale University and PIM) commented: 
‘I am hearing some of the same concerns about the data collected more generally that I often hear about 
gender disaggregated data. When people are encouraged to collect sex disaggregated data, they say 
that the tool is already too time-consuming and complicated. Whether or not they add gender, piles and 
piles of data are collected, but then they don’t know what to do with it. There is a need to develop and 
teach some additional tools for analysis, in particular so that there are measures that are more 
consistent across studies so that they can be compared. But the bigger issue is one that happens earlier 
in the research process. The research questions need to be clearly identified – and this can lead the 
choice of tools and data collection. Clearly identifying how you want to use the data in an analysis before 
it is collected allows you to focus on collecting better quality data that is relevant for the particular 
question at hand.’ 
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Birhanu Megersa Lenjiso (Ambo University in Ethiopia and Radboud Univeristy Nijmegen) replied: 
‘I feel we need to go beyond having data by sex. Most often, these interventions do not take the existing 
gender relations into consideration (especially in Africa) and end up in shifting resources from one gender 
to the other and disrupt the existing gender relations. But this is not the end of the story. After 
these changes, there are often other forms of relationships between men and women. Many studies do 
not pay attention to what follows from the first change and our analysis often fails to explain situations 
on the ground when disseminated. Gender relations are not static and it may take different forms as the 
result of changes in the environment. Especially when it involves husband and wife they continue to 
bargain on the shifted resources and this is what we found in the Ethiopian dairy value chain. To capture 
these changing relations and coping strategies we need to choose tools that can potentially capture the 
processes. For example relying on games and in-depth anthropological tools can help.’ 
Response from L&F VC toolkit developers 
Jane Poole (ILRI) added: 
‘Our Gender, Livestock and Livelihood Indicators provide a limited number of [gender indicators] and 
several of the methods of collecting the data are using these in the L&F VC toolkit (the producer level / 
household surveys). We are currently looking for an opportunity within the L&F CRP to develop this 
document further to provide more details on potential indicators and methods of analyses of these 
data. Although they cover only a subset of our discussions I think they could contribute well to the “tools 
for conducting analysis of the data” mentioned by several participants.’ 
 
 
Discussion on trade-off analyses within value chains 
There was no contribution to this conversation thread. 
 
